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In the 1970s, wife abuse became a concern of sociologists, feminists, and family theorists. The new perspectives they brought to the problem, which focused more on social factors than on individual pathology, challenged social workers to examine how their practice and assumptions perpetuated the problem. This article investigates how the social work literature has been affected by new theories of domestic violence and analyzes the impact that these theories have had on practice with battered women.
In the early 1970s, it was first recognized that the abuse of hundreds of thousands of women in the United States each year is a social problem that stems from societal norms and institutions that create and perpetuate family violence, rather than a private problem that is caused by the pathology of individuals. This redefinition of wife abuse not only challenged the daily practice and proceedings of social workers, it resurrected such major theoretical issues as the role of professionals in social change efforts and professional values concerning the family. Individual workers were challenged to look at the assumptions behind their practice and examine their role as agents of social control.
In this article, the author examines how this redefinition has been integrated into the social work literature and how it has affected the profession through a review of articles in social work journals. She (Demos, 1979 Thornton and Freedman, 1983; Veroff, Douvan, and Kulka, 1981) . This critical analysis of the family, interest in the prevalence of violence in society at large, and the development of feminist theory led to the &dquo;discovery&dquo; of family violence and attempts to understand it descriptively and analytically (Gelles, 1980 (Gelles, 1980; Goode, 1982 (McGrath, 1979) . (Tripodi, 1984) (Yorburg, 1983) .
Feminist. Gender roles and patriarchal attitudes were described as creating and perpetuating violence, and battering was considered to be a form of social oppression. This perspective assumes that wife abuse is a form of social control.
The articles were also analyzed according to the type of intervention they proposed. The range of responses was categorized as follows: (1) Field and Field (1973, p. (Gelles, 1980 Ball, 1977; Bern, 1981; Carlson, 1977 Carlson, , 1984 Edelson, 1984; Elbow, 1982; Hendricks-Matthews, 1982; Peterson, 1980; Saunders, 1984) .
Feminist theories were the basis of many of the articles surveyed. The following analysis by Pfouts (1978, p. (Bograd, 1984; Libow, Raskin, and Caust, 1982 (Davis, 1984; Davis and Carlson, 1981; Flynn, 1977; Galper and Washburne, 1977; McNeely and Jones, 1980; Munson, 1980; Pfouts and Renz, 1981;  &dquo;Violence in the Family&dquo;). The articles that combined a feminist analysis with an individual-level intervention suggested casework that would focus on advocating for the woman and connecting her with women's organizations (Berlin and Kravitz, 1981; Constantino, 1981; Nichols, 1976; Schuyler, 1976) . For the most part, social workers were not encouraged to work toward larger social changes as much as toward local reforms or changing their daily practice.
This analysis of interventions suggests that the redefinition of battering has affected practice in a paradoxical way; although feminist and sociological theories encouraged social workers to place the responsibility for battering on society, the individual, family, or local community, rather than society, was most often suggested as the locus of change. Although the authors encouraged social workers to take the violence more seriously, the types of interventions they suggested involved the protection of individuals rather than strategies for eliminating violence. The remainder of this article discusses this paradox and how it reflects conflicts that are inherent . in the profession.
CONFLICTING VALUES AND WIFE ABUSE
Authors who have looked at the interaction between the ideals of social change and the theories of social work have highlighted the difficulty of integrating social change into practice. Rothman (1985) described the conflict that arose during the development of the profession between the modality of casework and the modality of social reform. He stated that because casework theories and practice were more compatible with the common cultural values, they were supported by those in power. In contrast, social reform programs and ideas have been influential only during times of crisis, such as the Depression or the War on Poverty, when prevailing practices seemed ineffective.
Analyses of the feminist influence on social work have recognized the predominance of casework but have noted how the liberal ideology of most social workers impedes work toward social change (Abramowitz, 1978; Becker, 1976; Valentich and Gripton, 1984; Wetzel, 1986; Withom, 1984) . They have observed that the integration of feminist ideas into social work education and practice would require a commitment to changes in the social structure. Therefore, although feminist theories may be reflected in the literature, suggestions for feminist practice rarely occur (Berlin and Kravitz, 1981 (Gurin, 6urin, and Morrison, 1978; Hofstadter, 1948; Okun, 1975; Ryan, 1971) .
Tropman (1984) proposed a theory of how value systems influence social welfare policies. He noted that the seven dimensions of values, which are the focal points of the American culture, are learned in conflicting dominant and subdominant pairs (see Table  3 ). Each pair presents a dilemma because the full expression of either value would be unacceptable in this society. For example, on the dimension of independence, policies that focus totally on selfreliance would prevent the provision of public education. Therefore, the pairing of values acts as a regulating mechanism to orga- (Tropman, 1984; Tropman, 1986 (Schecter, 1982 (Saunders, 1984) or that teach victims to advocate for themselves (Weitzman and Dreen, 1982 (Munson, 1980 (Holmes, 1981) , whereas feminist theories stress that incarceration may be the only way to stop battering until changes in the social system occur (Sullivan, 1982 
